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Sir or Ivladanv 

The appellant fifed a Second Amended Appeal Brief ('Appeal Brief) on 
September 28. 2006 in the above-identified application, to which the Office provided an 
Examiner s Answer or; December 20, 2006 {the "Answer"). No portion of the Appeal 
Brief has been objected to or denied entry. The appellant respectfully submits this 
Reply lo the Examiners Answer, pursuant to 37 CFR 41,41. 

Arguments for patentability of the pending claims are set forth In the Appeal Brief. 
This Reply addresses the counter-arguments raised In the "Response to Arguments' 
section beginning on page 3 of the Answer, In the order set forth therein 

^ o ^ A s ^ c * 

respond to a general approach evident In the Answer The Answer frequently recites 
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the phrase, "in* question is. b?oad?y or reasonabry interpreted, does [the petiuenf 

Federal Circuit saw concerning the examination to be performed by the Patent and 

art. Rather, "the PTO applies to the verbiage of the proposed claims the broadest 
reasonable meaning of the words in thesr ordinary usage as they would be understood 
N ^ N ^ \ o\ ^ i v n v \ : ' ,^e.-> o ^. ,\a, r 

v. 0 , r » <r , ,v ^ v- 

applicanfs specification/ in re Moms, 127 F.3d 1048, 1054 (Fed, Cir. 109?}; see also 
MP. CP. ? 2 Mi it is the oiairns that are to be given she* broadest reasonable 
interpretation, while the prior art is simply -eviewed to determine whether or not It 

- v> - * * e 0- *v * „ o co a v i o ^ " - . 

racre case is deficient, and no "broad 11 reading of the references can rescue it, 



^ ^^liOM.UNOER..35 U,S C,lJM^iO|LCLA^ 50 VIEW Of HEfTTZAND 



*pof" 

>d information resource . . . comprising a defined topic of information, 
m formation from users, and plurality of links to respective different 



Claim 50 defines a topically organized information resource that is made 
up of three features: (1) a defined topic, (2) posts, and (3) links to further resources 
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seated to the topic it ;s acknowledged that Hertz discloses newsgrouos. which were 
well known in the art. Newsgroups, however comprise an information resource having 
only two of these features: a topic and user posts. Hertz fairs to disclose a resource thai 
includes these two features and the "plurality of links to respective different remote 
i:-i";rvn;^- iO^\n-^s each connr^q i^Oimaaon "Oiatou ?o f"^ j.x-.- inn -^n^ei 
does not prove otherwise. 

the Appeal Brief regarding the deficiencies of Hertz and Rose with respect to claim 50's 
'serving" step. The deficiencies of Rose and the truth of Applicants 1 remarks 
concerning Hertz are apparently accepted. In particular. It appears that Applicants and 
the Examiner are In agreement that neither Hertz nor Rose discloses a single topically 
organized Information resource comprising all three of the recited features, including the 
"plurality of Pnks" to topically related resources. As w |p be demonstrated below the 
Answer presumes that there is no need to show that Ihe prior art discloses serving an 
information resource wsih ail three recited features. In so presuming the Answer 
commits a legal error, 

N n - - . . s N . N N , ^ \ N N in re 

Moms 127 F 3d at 1054. It Is unreasonable to not give effect to the exp-ess language 
of cissm 50 wmch squires serving an information resource that must have the three 
distinct features recited there. To disclose the recited serving step, the prior art 



Serial No 09/648,474 
February 20, 200? 
Page 4 ' 

reference must disclose ihe nciion of serving a resource having all three of the recited 
features, Hertz fails to disclose an information resource with all three of the recited 
N c v \ x " ^ v "• o- ^ -\ ~ \ 1 - ; , - : « 

resource. The final Office Action and the Answer do not even point out a suggestion or 
motivation tot making the claimed combination, and so the puma facie case is deficient. 
To support a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 60, such a showing Is 
clearly necessary, M.P.E.P. § 2143. 

lacking In the Answer, would not be sufficient to establish a prima facie case of 
obviousness. Claim 50 Is not directed to a web page or other object thai comprises all 
three of a topic, user posts, and links to related resources, Instead, It us directed to a 

Appeal Sr;ef and here, that the three-part object defined by claim 50 ss novel But 
whether or not the objeci is patentable is not at issue here. What is at issue is whether 
or not the method in which the object Is used is patentable. That the method makes use 
\ v ^ ^ N - v o-- N o o o,c a^. o;:, s % ,\ x c : " 

In addition, whether or not that novel object Is deemed patentable, or even novel is not 
determinative of patentability of the method. Cste/fna MBikeiing international inc. v. 
Cooisavings.com, 289 P. 3d 801, 809-810 (Fed. Clr. 2002). The method would still be 
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v . \ . \ - _r ^o vg~ . t ^ ^ 

^ V V . , ^ S V - . - , , g ^, , , 

of receiving: aggregating, and providing user access to rating da - :a concerning 
relevance of the user posts and plurality of lirned resources could not be performed. 

The Answer argues that Hertz discloses the claimed "plurality of links . . 7 at col, 
8:31-34. col. 12:33-36, and col. 74:12-33, Answer, p. 10' 1-3; p. 4:6-8 A review of 
these portions of Hertz, and indeed, the entirety of Hertz, shows thai Hertz falls to 
disclose serving the plurality of links In combination with a defined topic end user posts 
<n a Single resouoe These penx-ns of Hrrtc are summarized below. 

At col. 9:31-34, Hen.? discloses target objects thai 'are links to pages, servers, or 
news groups available on the World Wide Web which are linked from pages and articles 
on-line newspaper" Hera, Hertz merely discloses that a 'target object " among other 
things, may be a link to a newsgroup. Hertz does not here disclose a newsgroup page 
or other 'topically organized Information resource 1, thai comprises ail three recited 
features of: {1} a topic. (2) user posts, and (3) related links. 

Likewise, at oof 12:29-38, Hertz discloses that 

Related measurable numeric attributes that also indicate a kind of 
popularity include the number o* replies to a target obiect. in the domain 
where large! objects are messages posted to an electronic community 
such as a computer bulletin board or newsgroup, and the number of links 
leading to a target object, in the domain where target objects are 
interlinked hypertext documents on ihe World Wide Web or a similar 
system. 
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Hertz here discloses thai an o^ecis popularity may be measured by tie number of 

a hypertext document), and nothing more. Any disclosure of a topically organized 
information resource with ail three of the features required by claim 50 ss also utterly 
sacking here. 

v "% v - v< * ~ v ^ £ - ^ - - n to 

"computer bulletin boards newsgroups, mating lists, and real-time chat sessions 1 ' and 

- V V ^ ^ " - to 

determine creation of a newsgroup, in its discussion of newsgroups anc other 'virtu*! 
oomrrrunrhes : " Hertz nowhere discloses a newsgroup page or other "topically organized 
Information resource" that campuses all three features required by the "serving' 1 step of 
claim 50, namely (1} a topic, (2) user posts., and (3) related links. To the contrary, Hertz 
here merely reinforces the fact thai prior-at newsgroups failed to include the recited 
"plurality of links . . A by omitting to mention such a feature. 

In summary Hertz falls to disclose c suggest ine claimed step of "serving a 

posts of information from useis. and pluralhy of links to respective different remote 
information resources each containing information related to the topic' and the Answer 
has not remonstrated otherwise Nor has the Examiner pointed out any suggestion or 
motivation in the prior ad for combining a poor art resource such as a newsgroup page 



with a plurality or links to topically related rewrote resources Accordingly, the Examiner 
has- not established a pmm faae case of obsiousness against claim 50 based on Her!? 
and Rose. 

Issue 2: Herts: falls to disclose the claimed step of receiving "user ratings from 
the users, the user ratings signifying relevance of respective ones of the posts 
and of the remote information resources to the defined topic, the user ratings 
determined by respective ones of the users after reviewing respective ones of the 
posts and of the remote information resources, 1 ' 

As shown under Issue 1 . Hertz falls to disclose an information resource m which 
a defined topic, user posts, and links to related resources are combined: If follows by 

of respective ones of the posts and of the remote Information resources to the defined 

, , , c . > c ^ * , 

both user posts and links to topically related information resources, which resource 

Hertz discloses a step of receiving user ratings, the Answer does not even attempt to 

resources contained in a single resource. Failing to make this showing, the Answer 
also fails to make out a prima facie case of obviousness against claim 50.. 
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in adn.ic; s ->aept W vguirj :hat $ leu;r ao.cic-oee tae seeled Tfc^^nc:" s-iep a* 
v. ^ , \ - ^ ^ \ v - , ^ ^ -\ 

pages 13-18 or me Appall Briot regarding the deficiencies of Hertz ind Rose with 
:espee r to me receiving" -step -acted in dasm 50. The Conferees appea to aosee With 
,^pa scants tha: the broadest seasonable construction or raung' ie a re^Uve estimate or 
evaluation " ano that Ua.in 50 requires thai a rating must be "determmeo by the users" 
and trust signdv "relevance of respective ones of -he costs and -4 me remote 
nfou"nati-"m sesouces to the defined topic-," Applicants argument that 3 r^ere indication 
^ r uteres; -n ^n ?p:~o- noes ~.oi amount le a discceuie -r the -ecned user r- t t\m is 
^ * . ^ s -^se.. vj.*; °v ,: -cc tr ^ r e ^ c 

s\^:em" reieva; a-* teeda^eiv and ' topic j: inteio^i -.ss oiseiosea by H^rra do Mi 

„ V v. , V. * v. n . r- " \ „ \ ^ ^ - c ^ ^ 

-ec^ieo riser rar,r >v Yr ;:>■- rea^on-i -xpiainea belc-v* 

v N " * . : a -nsvver ;ne follov-ing portion of Hertz is elfec as disclosing. 



v } s user v has provided a relevance-feedback ? sting of 
rfV, Y) for target object Y then insofar as thai mmq represents use? Vs 
^ -^a a 1 x ^ v.c \> , > ^ — ^ v . aa 

^ - . ^ \ s - * ,\ - * . . . 

i.ntsrest at ail points becomes a problem of interpolating anions these 
estimates of topical interest at selected points, such as the feedback 
estimate of a;V. Ys a s =(V. Y}-q(v. Y). This interpolation can be 
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accomplished with any standard smoothing technique, using as IPpat the 
known point estimates of the value of the topical Interest function Ink *} s 

Co! v * - - s - <- r , - " M " % a 

- m s - v ca X m o. ^ - , 

Likewise, It Is undisputed that "topical Interest/ as disclosed by Hertz Is; also merely a 

topic/ 1 as denned D/ Claim 50. Appeal Brief ; p. 14:15 - 15.2. The Answer does not 

respond to Applicants reasoned arguments on these points, and is lis reasonable in 

maintaining that this portion of Hertz discloses "user ratings signifying relevance of 

respective ones of the posts and of the remote Information resources ,o the defined 

topic," as defined by claim 50, 

On pages id and 11 of the Answer, co 2*57-61 of Hem? rs cited which reads: 

Starting In the 1950 : s ; an alternate approach to Information fetrleval 
was developed users were presented with an article and asked If it 
contained the Information they wanted, or to quantify how close the 
information contained in the article was to what ihey wanted. 

This discicsuie Is deficient in several respects. There is no disclosum of a defined 
topic, oser posts, or isnks to remote resources related to the topse, as required by dasm 
50. v \ ^- v ^ m s. m - o* -tcx m m- g^ rpm *■ ^ . " a 
vc- \ac m ^> «\ es io-o-r.rov.^ k-o co^m ab- 

user posts and Imps. Utterly lacking mese details. If cannot reasonably he said to read 
on the language of claim 50. 
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The answer also cites coi 3 -5-8 oF hertz. But here. Hertz merely discloses a 
search methodology tor locating articles of merest that involves reoelv ng "relevance 

ones of the posts and of the remote information resources to LPe defined topic, ' as 

ussr actively or passively [rating] tne articles received as to now close tie information 
contained therein ;s to what is desired " This is a different Kind of ratio- h applied in a 
different process. Hertz does not disclose recessing user ratings concerning relevance 
of user posts and linked resources to a topic defined by the same resource that contains 
the user posts and links to the remote resources. Likewise, the Answers citation of 
ivIPAA movie ratings. AhIA ratings of medical research papers, or survey samples of 
users "who could he asked to rate neany an/thing" does not demonstrate any prior art 
disclosure of claim 50's limitations. Claim 50 does not encompass "eceiving user 

v O - x N - >, * _ - , 0 " , " v 

Claim 50 covers only receiving a particular type of rating regarding a pa licular type of 

object, which particulars Hertz falls to disclose. 

The Answer "urne- ates He;U ai cd 16 65 - i?f as d;scios;np user mimes 

detemvned by respective ones o? the users after reviewing respective ort^s of me posts 

and of the remore information resources." Here, Hertz merely discloses- 

The computation process begins at step 1201 where I certain 
designated numeric attributes of target object X are specifically selected. 
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which attributes by the* very nature should be positively or negatively 

attributes/" have the normative property that the higher (or in some 
cases lower) their value, the more interesting a user Is expected to 
find m®m.. Quality attributes of target object X may Include, but are not 
limited to sa-ge* obiect X s popularity smong users ift general, the -atmg e 
particular reviewer has given targe* object X the age dime since 
authorship— also known as outrjatedness) of target object X, the lumber 
of vulgar words used In target object the price of target object X, arid 

to the users favorite charity. 

Col o. - - ~- e - , ^ ^, ^ ^ \ s 

attribute" which Is an estimate of how much a particular object Is likely to be of interest 

to a user. In making this estimate, the computation process Hertz discloses may make 

use of "a rating that a particular reviewer has given target X." Here again Hertz 

discloses nothing more that that any object generally may be rated in various ways. 

Thss talis far short of disclosing ine specific step defined by claim SO Again. Hertz fails 

to disclose receiving use? ratings regarding relevance of user pos's and linked 

links Hertz cannot reasonably be said to read on this language of claim SO 

The Answer cites io a great many pa? boos of Hertz none of which disclose the 
specific limitations of claim 50. and therefore does not make out a proper prima fade 
case under§ 103. 
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ilBi:L.li Hertz and Rose do not disclose ^providing access to m& aggregate 
ratings data m association with the posts of information and with the plurality of 
links." 

The Answer relies on Rose as disclosing this element. However, reasonably 
considered, Rose doss not disclose this element. Rose Is cited In numerous locations 
to support a defective pnma facte case under § 103. The cited portions of Rose are 
considered in turn beiow. 

On pace 12 of tde Answer, cor iO:48-5i is cited, which reads "a formula which 
predicts the interest of a user in an item of information on the basis of s collection of 
voles of other users relating to that stern of information, a user profile and an attribute 
related lo that item of information," At most, this amounts to nothing snore than a 
genera! disclosure that votes of other users relating to sn item of information may be 
collected and used to predict Interest of another user. However, claim 50 requires that 
the aggregate ratings Oe provided by aggregating the particular user ratings defined by 
claim 50, that is the user ratings concerning relevance of user posts and linked 
resources to a topic defined by a resource thai contains the user posts ar d links. Rose 
tails lo disclose an aggregate of ratings of this type, nor does Rose disclose providing 

The Answer argues that 'Rose discloses a list of ranked messages providing |srcj 
lo the client program" and that this amounts to a disclosure of the 'providing access" 
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step of daim 50. Answer, p. 1 2:4-7. in support of this argument the Answer cites figs. 3 

* ^ . v e - N *-\ ; N - R\->, * n , ^ < , ^ t, 
window for presenting a sorted list of messages to a user " Coi. 2:60-61 Fig. 7 Is "an 
example of an interface window for a movie recommendation database ' that shows 
movie mes in a ranker! order At coi. 4,40-62. Rose describes fig. 3 &s showing an 
interface in which a list of ranked messages are displayed" according to "a predicted 
degree of relevance to a user/ At col. 9:54-33. Rose describes fig. 7 as showing "the 
, ^ " : >. " w N N ~ ^ N ss ^ \ o x c - \ v 

are provided from a process in which "[ejach time a user sees a movie, he or she can 
- * ^ - , e , ^ 1 v. - 

^ v. s . ^ , , N N : c x ^ : \ > N s ^ ^ 2 

v s v <• v n ~ ^ s \ ^ ~ « , -v ^ ^ v. 

disclosed in the more genera? disclosures of Rose. 

Roses i:sc ; os;,"es of displaying messages according to a pteckieci degree of 
relevance to a user' or displaying movie titles in a ranked order sn part based on user 
. \* N . i\ * ^ . s- so " ~ c f \ " >. v ,2b -' NN ^ S ^ 3^ 

•in association wslh the posts of Information end with the plurality of Nnhs.' Claim 50 
requires that the aggregate data be provided in association with the posts and with the 
links that ere included in the 'topically organised information resource" that is served in 



Serial No. 09/648474 
February 20, 2007 
Page 14 



the serving step to provoke collection of the uses- ratings that are aggregated and 
^ v v \- " ^ N s , , ; v - v> p .-.7 c ^e - - - * ' "\ 
^ — ^ o * ^ o — ^ , — * 0 ^ , - m^ the 

, ^ ^ , r ^ a ^ 

Furthermore, the "predicted degree of relevance to a user" or user reactions to 
movies, as disclosed by Rose, do not read on the '"aggregated ratings data" of claim 50. 

to aggregating data having the characteristics required by claim 50. Claim 50 requires 
that the aggregated data Signify 'relevance of respective ones of the posts and of the 
remote information resources io the defined topic." These posts and Imks to the remote 
resources are, according to claim 50, the same posts and links that the aggregated data 

« " - \ O , v s s v . N O 0 <r\ C, - ; m- , v v - s-v \^ 

discloses, Is not encompassed by these limitations because such user likes and dislikes 
do not concern relevance of a defined topic, much less a topic associated with the same 
posts and links. Therefore Rose fasts to disclose the step of providing the aggregated 
user ratings, under the broadest reasonable construction of claim 50. The prims fade 
esse set forth in the answer is deficient for these reasons, as well. 
Claims 59, 00, 62 and 63 stand together with claim 50. 
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Hertz and Ross- do not disclose "modifying the topically organized 
information resource to prioritize information according to the aggregate ratings 
data." 

These portwns of Hertz disclose updating 3 users large! profile snteres. summary" to 
reflect the users changing Interests, in particular col 6:58-62 discloses that a "target 
profile interest summary" Is constructed from user feedback, for example from search 
profiles executed by the user, which "correspond to a single topic of hsgh Interest to the 
.<ee>\ 

^- - ^ % , ^ - s ~ c ^ . « T s C - 

reads on modifying the topically organized information resource. For the cited portion of 
Hertz to read on the claimed step, a 1 target profile Interest summary" as disclosed by 
Hertz has to be the same as a 'topically organized information resource s as defined by 
claim 51 end sfs antecedent claim 50. Therefore, a target profile interest summary must 
have the same features as defined by claims 50 and 51 for a topically organized 
information resource. One can quickly sea, however, that the target profile interest 
summary as disclosed by Hertz lacks the features defined for the claimed information 
resource The target profile interest summary Is constructed for each user. Coi. 6: 48- 
50. It is used lo estimate individual user's irrerest is various target objects, CoL 6"53- 
60. It lacks all three recited features of; (1) a topic, (2) uses posts, and ho related links 
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as defined by alarm 50 for Ihe topically organized information source. Thoiafore. a 
xarget profile interest summary is not the same as the claimed topically organised 
, ^.c v ,o N N i \ ;^t - t v ^ u -t;^-? ^ ° ^ cf 

^ \ - v ^ m \ N s * T , \ ^?-\ ; s 

III REJECTION UNDER Z$ U.S.C. § 103|a> OF CUMM 52 

Hertz and Ross do not disclose "serving the Information resource 
Including a vote object configured for providing the users an option to rate the 
posts according to predetermined rating values-" 

With reference to the Answer at p. 13, If 10. it is argued mat Hertz's disclosure of 
rvlPAA child-appropriateness ratings amounts to a disclosure of the recited step. This is 

* ri. ox ,\ ,-\r^v v: ^ ,0 o ^ * s 

10. Likewise, Hertz discloses that a user rating may be used as an attribute for a target 
object. Col. 18,85 -•• 10:5. A bare disclosure that some objects may be assigned 
predetermined (e.g.. MPAA? rating values does not. however, amount to a disclosure of 
the recited step of serving the Information resource including a vole object configured 
for providing users an option to rate posts according to predetermined rating values. 
Where does Hertz disclose the recited "vote object"? Where does Hertz disclose 
serving such an object with the recited information resource? Where does Hertz show a 
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vote object having the recited property of providing users with an option to rate posts'? 
The answer to all these questions is "nowhere " The express limitations of claim 52 are 
lacking disclosure In Hertz, and cannot be Ignored, 

Hertz : s disclosures do not reasonably amount to a disclosure of the recited step, 
^ * v : e >a ;^ -c uV ^7 o\ - - - V N the 

Information resource that Includes all three of a denned topic, user posls and links to 

resource ;or anyihlng else) together wsfh a vale object that hs configured for providing 
the users an option to rate the posts according to predetermined rating values/ Hertz 
does nor disclose serving an object configured for rating user posts 

Merely disclosing that user ratings or ^redetermined rating values may be used 
as attributes for a target object, as Hertz does, fails short of disclosing the recited step. 
To read on this claim element, Hertz must disclose the specific action of serving the 
v v N " v * ^ v v " ~"\- o- S ^ % , s * t - a 

vote object that is configured in the specif c way recited by claim 52. Taking the 
broadest reasonable interpretation of claim 52. Hertz simply falls to disclose the recited 
step. 

IV. REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C, § 103(3* OF CLAIM S3 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose "displaying the posts in a ranked order 
according to the aggregate ratings data " % 
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The Answer does no! respond to the argument set forth in the Appeal Brief, that 
Rose merely discloses ranking a list of messages according to a "predicted degree of 
relevance to the user." Coi. 4-40-52. Fig. 3 Rose Is deficient in that a "predicted 
degree of relevance to the user" does not read on "the aggregate racings data' 1 as 
defined by base claim SO That ls ; Rose discloses displaying messages in a ranked 
order which is indisputably known in the prior art. However, Rose does not disclose 
ranking anything according to the claimed aggregate ratings data as defined by claim 
50. 

The "predicted degree of relevance to a user or user reactions to movies, as 
disclosed by Rose at Figs. 3 & 7. col 4-45-62 and col. & 54-63. do no? read on the 
"aggregated ratings data" of claim 50, Claim 50 requires that the aggregated data 
sign;fy "relevance of respective ones of the posts and of the remote Information 
-vv ,~ V ^ ^ v. N v- v <- - - 

according to claim 50. the same posts and links that the aggregated data is associated 
with. Merely aggregating and providing user likes and dislikes, as Rose discloses, is 

concern relevance of a defined topic, or with a fopio associated with the same posts and 
knks as are rated Felling to disclose the "aggregate ratings data" as defined by 
^ . v - .-a v v s ^ ^ ^ ^ v > . v- -n 

aggregate rankings data as defined by claim 03. 
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Hertz and Rose do not disdose ^displaying plurality of links In a ranked 

The Answer does not respond to the argument set forth in the Appeal Brief, that 
is. as noted above. Rose merely discloses ranking a list of messages according m a 
'predicted degree of relevance to the user," CoL 4.40-52; Fig, 3. This Is deficient In that 
a '■predicted degree of relevance to the used' does not read on "the aggregate ratings 
v s ^ ^ -\ \ ^ ^ ^ ^ : a- c a „v Av^- s . , v " . * 

Rose discloses displaying messages In a ranked order, but not according to the claimed 
aggregate ratings data. In addition, Rose doss not disclose ranked ordenng of links. 



VL REJECTION UNDER 55 U.S,C. $ 103(3) OF CLAIM 5.5 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose "compiling the user ratings for subject 
matter received from a specific source to provide source-associated rating data," 

In the Appeal Brief \t was argued thai a "source" as used m clan 55 would be 
understood as the person or other entity responsible for supplying the content. The 
- ^ v . \ c ^ ir ^ ^ v " t v-.- - , v. v ^ ^ - t . 

Appeal Br;ef ( that Herz merely discloses various attributes of information that may he 
useful sn evaluating target profiles, for example the source of the object or a codification 
from a recognized source. Col 12:10-19, 12,36-44. Meanwhile, claim 55 defines the 
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different action of compiling user ratings fo- subject matter received from a specific 

source. For example, if user ' Fred" has submitted 55 stems to the information resource, 

and the average user rating for these stems is '5" on a scale of 1 to 10. a source- 

associated rating of "5" may be provided for Fred, 

O ^ * v ^ , - \>o - t ^ ' 

in claim 55 at col, 22; SI -65. which reads: 

it totems lhat a useful quality attribute for a target object X is the 
overage amount of residue feedback r^(V, X) from users on the; target 

on the target object, 

'The x <^ ^ , s s ^ ^ ^ ~ .< g « ^ -• v * v , - what 

argument is besng made. Apparently, "residue feedback" is being read as disclosing the 
source-associated ratings data" denned by claim 55. However, residue feedback as 
disclosed by Herts is an average of feedback from "users on thai target object." i.e., it 
comes from muibpie users Hertz fails to disclose compiling feedback received for 

^O \ , - * ^ -S„% i v - ^ 

by ciaim 55. Thus, after being complied, the "residue feedback" disclosed by Hertz 
.iocs cot relate lo the specific source from allien it is received, as claim 55 inherently 

: -c"c-sc ^- s c d™ dolose compiling the user ratings for subject matter attributed 
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Vil. REJECTION: UNDER 36 U.S-C, § WZiai OF CLAIM 66 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose "ranking a plurality of Information sources 
according to the source-associated rating data for each source." 

On page 14, % 18. ihe Answer argues that this step is disclosed by Hert~ filtering 
and ranKing in the order o? interest that many target objects found by a conventional 

predicted relevance to a user, i.e , predicted user interest. However, this has nothing to 
do with, and is completely distinct from, ranking data according to the source- 
assoclated rating data for each source, as deined by claim 56 As define:! by claims 56 
and 56, source -associated rating data ss complied from ratings received for subject 

N N - s ^* " ^ * * - C \ ^ * v . s v. 0 v r 

or sources Hertz fails to disclose developing or using data concerning fie quality of a 
source. 

Hertz does not disclose ranking a plurality of Information sources at ail; Hertz 
discloses instead ranking target objects according to predicted user interest. In 

source -associated rating data defined by antecedent claim 55. It follows thai Hertz also 
does not cVsdose ranking anything according to source-associated rating 'data. 
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VNL REJECTION UNDER 3S U.S.O. $ 103ja) OF CLAl^l 5? 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose i; providing the users an option to receive 
the source-associated rating data for each user thai has provided subject matter 
to the topically organized information resource/' 

On page 15. % 20. me Answer argues that this step is disclosed bv Hertz at col. 
64'55 65.6 as -the ability to identify new or updated target objects that are relevant to 

eiecrrorue notification " The Answer provides no analysis supporting ths conclusion. 

disclose developing any ratings data associated with "each user thai has provided 

Likewise. Hertz does not disclose offering users "an option to receive the source- 
associated rating data" for each such user, Notifying a user of a "new or updated target 
object. ' ! as disclosed by Hsru, does not expressly or inherently Include ire distinct and 
specific step defined by claim 57. Hertz simply lacks any disclosure of this step. 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose "reiolvlng preference snfornuhon from the 
users, wherein the preference information specifies a threshold criteria for 
fiirerlng the posts according to the source-associated railnp, data 3pphcd to the 
contributor of each pest of the posts," 
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On page 14 f 22 the Answer concedes, without providing any argument in 

reading of Hertz does not support this conclusion: 
Update Noiihestior? 

user, as determined by the user's search profile set or target profile 
interest summary, ("Updated target objects" include revised versions of 
documents end new models of purchasable goods.) The system may 
uotify the user of these relevant target objects by an electronic notification 
such as an e-mail message or facsimile transmission. In the variation 
where the system sends an e-mail message, the users e-mail Mer can 
then respond appropriately to the notif cation, for instance . by bringing the 
uotif'oaiion immediately to the user's persona! attention or by 
automatically submitting an electronic request to purchase the target 
object named in the notification. A simple example of the latter response is 
for the e-mail filler to retrieve an on-line document at, a nominal or zero 
charge or request to buy a purchasable of limited quantify such as a used 

Col. 64:55 - 65.6. Any connection between update notification as disclosed by Hertz 
and !he step recited by claim 58 is simply nonexistent ;n this passage or elsewhere, 
s ^\ \ ^ , . v ^ \ ^ n: -\\> js<^ o^ x 4 - g , , * - c- , g 

v N s s N x ^oC\ ^ ~c c Vs s^\-c , v N \, " 

according to the source-associated rating dats applied to the contributor of each post of 

s o- - m ^ \ ' ,c o - _ * \, -^o- - gc ^ \^ *^ - 

source-associated rating data, much less any aoplication of such data to a "contributor 
of each post." Failing to disclose the existence of source-associated data applied to 
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each contributor. Hertz also fails to disclose receiving preference information specifying 

X . R£ J EC T ION HINDER 35 U.S.C. § tOOtat C ?r CLAIM 61 

Hertz and Rosa do not. disclose "serving at feast one of the respective 
oV^$om um^to mfe^rsaucm ?«som; a* somprismo ^ se^v?-m ooOv.\j tcpsc of 
information; a second plurality of posts of Information from users, and a second 
plurality of links to respective different remote information resources each 
containing information related to the second topic." 

On page 16, 1] 24, the Answer concludes, on the basis of the arguments provided 
; n connection with claim 50, that Hertz also d scloses the elements denned by claim 61. 
\. cc - . ^ „ * " , s ^v^v-^ 

abow with respect to claim 50. In brief, Hertz fails to disclose serving an Information 
resource comprising all three of a defined topic, user posts, and the plurality of links to 
relevant remote resources. 

The Answer further argues that Hertz discloses fne elements of claim 61 by 
disclosing "a method for automatically generating menus to allow user* to locate end 
retrieve articles on topics of interest" at col. 79:46-65. Apparently the argument Is that 
allowing users to search and retrieve articles on multiple topscs reads on the claim 
language Applicants respectfully disagree. Hertz fails to disclose ar.ieJes or other 
vxuet objects that comprise all three of a defined topic, user posts ami a plurality of 
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sinks to related jier*s, as defined dy claim 61. Thus. Hertz fails to disclose the step of 
serving the denned information resource for a second topic or multiple topscs 

XI REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) OF CLAIM $4 

Hertz and Rose do not. disclose "receiving preference information from the 
usens. wherein O^e preference Information specifies -a threshold criteria for 
filtering the posts according to the aggregate ratings data." 

On page 16, % 26, the Answer reiterates the argument set forth in Hie final action, 
that Rose discloses this element by disclosing thar messages having a ranking below a 

the user. Coi. 4:63 - 5,0. The Answer does not respond to the argument set forth in the 
Appeal Brief, that Rose merely discloses ranking a list of messages according to a 
"predicted degree of relevance to rhe user.' Col. 4:40-52- fig. 3. Rose is deficient in 
that a "predicted degree of relevance to the user" does not read on "the aggregate 
- - . * v, ^ v v «_ v 0 K N ^ 2 £ 

same way with regard to clam 64. Rose does noi. disclose filtering Hie posts according, 
to aggregate ratings data and does not disease any use of aggregate ratings data as 
defined by claim 64. 
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XI 1 , REJECTION UNDER 3S U.S.C. $ 103(g) OF CLAIM 8S 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose "serving an Interactive tolerance bar for 

. ^ , \ ^ ^ N c ^ , , , - ^ * ^ 

Final Office Action, which arguments were effectively rebutted la the Appeai Brief. 

Instead, the Answer argues that the serv^g of the interactive tolerance bar recited by 

^ ^,a- - - 3 0 a- - -a^ 

An Important characteristic of this system for customized electronic 
identification of desirable objects is Its responsiveness, since the Intended 
use of the system Is In an Interactive mode. The system utility grows with 
the numbs? of the users and this increases the number "of possible 
- - ~ , ^ o v ^« ^ -~ - - _ ^ o „ , , - - - 

^ ^ " >- ^ v. -> v 

performance and the disclosed method for proving and clustering target 
objects and users can in turn be used tor optlmlzlnofthe distribution of data 
among the members of a virtual community and through a data 
communications network, based on users' target profile Interest 
summaries. 

This passage does not disclose the recited Interactive tolerance bar. Although 
Hertz nere as elsewhere discloses an interactive system for providing a customized 

tolerance bar for proving the users an option to send the preference information " A 
general disclosure of an rnieractsve ^formation system as disclosed by Herts cannot 
reasonably be sard to disclose the recited step, because such .a conclusion affords no 
patentable weight to numerous express limitations of claim 65, Including "tolerance bar 
and "preference Information/ Hertz lacks any disclosure of a ■'tolerance bar " As noted 
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above in connection with antecedent cisin 58 (Section IX k Herts: siso sacks any 
elements, Hertz iiKewise fs;is io disclose the step recited by claim 65, 



XHI. REJECIION UNDEEliU,S,C,.. 
Hsrte and Rose do not c 



On page 17 <f 3D, the Answer does lot repeal the arguments eel forth in me 

Final Office Action, which arguments were effectively rebutted in the Appeal Brief. 

instead the Answer argues that the serving of respective information resources each 

comprising at least one hr.k back to the information resource is disclosed at coi. 7:6-12 

and cor 12-18-21 of Hertz. A? coi. 7 8-1 2 : Herts discloses 

Similarly, if users who exhibit an interest in certain World Wide Web 
sites also exhibit an interest in certain products, the system can match the 
products wstn the sites and rhereby recommend to the marketers of those 

hypertext links to their own sites. 

' , -~ - ^ c N - n ; v. ~ w s N x - t 

The well-known practice of providing advert sing on a websile does net read on the 

^n.^ nn , ^ S o n ^ ^ N ^ v. s N . % \ e- 

defined by claim SO each comprise a link back to the topicaiiy organized information 

resource, also defined by ciaim 50. Clam 65 does not cover every hyperiinked 
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resource, or every link back to a referring resource. Rather, claim 66 l& limited to a 
method thai includes serving linked resources having links back to an information 

and links to the topical-related remote resources each including a link bach to the 
information resource Clearly. Hertz does not disclose shese specific features of claim 
66. 

^ - n x ^ ^ - \ a ."oova * a, c , a 

document are the hsi of documents that it knl:s to, and the list of documents that link to 
■t" , . , , - - — - ^ t o* , ,-e- - - , 

.;sed rc predict a users interest tn the object may include lists oi knked documents. 
Again, this is distinct from the topical-organized jinking defined by claim 66. in which 

a topic, user posts, and sinks to the remote resource. Using a list of links as an attribute 
x o ^ \s v - ^ "vstz discloses, lacks any specific disclosure of these 



XIV REJECTION UNDER OS U S C § 1Q3t3? OF CLAIM S3 

Hertz and Rose do not disclose "defining a plurality of topics for the posts 
of Imormaiiorc and storing the topics In the memory," 

On page 1-3 f[ 32. the Answer argues that 'generating menus to allow users to 
locate and retrieve articles on topics of interest 3 Is disclosed by Hertz at cel. 4:45-48 and 
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col '79.46-64, and amounts to a disclosure of the recited elements. The Answer does 
not repeat me arguments set form in the final Office Ac? ion, which arc u meets were 
eifecliveiy rebiifed in the Appeal Brief 

At col 4:45-48. Hertz merely discloses that !he target objects are informational 
in nature; and so may themselves be stored on electronic media and be accessible vra 
a data communication network," This bare disclosure in no way discloses the 
prescriptive method of claim 68, which requires denning topics for the user posts that 
are , , , ^ ^ ^ v , \ * 

Appeal Brief, Hertz and Rose are concerned with predicting a user's Interest in new 
information objects, not in defining a topic or topics for a forum of user pos:s. 

The Answer correctly summarizes col. 79:46-64 as disclosing "generating menus 
to *ilow users to ; ooate and retrieve articles on topics of Interest.' But In no way does 
this amount to a disclosure of "defining a plusalsty of topics for the posts of information, 
and storing the topics in the memory/ as defined by claim 68. Hertz lacks any 
disclosure of "defining a plurality of topics tor the posts of information" hcluded in an 
information resource In general Hertz teaches the opposite approach of predicting 
topics and objects thai users may find interesting. 
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*V REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S €. § 1Q3|0O OF CtAiM 89 

Herd? and Rose do not disclose "grouping the posts in a plurality of 
toploahy organized interlinked information resources according to the rating data, 
wherein each of the intediru<ed information resources comprises posts relevant 
to one of the plnralitv of topics/' 

On page Id 1] "4. ihe Answer does lot repeal the argumenls sei forth ;n ihe 

Tina; ' * n - ^ . ^ * s o o*c w - , c , \ - - ^ N v v. o 

ins:ead. the Answei argues that ihe elements of claim 69 are disclosed by Hehz at col. 

7:31-38, which reads: 

Browsing provides an alternate method of selecting a small subset 
of a large number of target objects ; such as articles . Articles are omanlzed 
so that users can actively navigate among groups of articles by moving 
from one group to a larger, more general group, to a smaller, more 
specific group, or to a closely related gioup. Each Individual article forms a 
one-member group of its own. so that the user can navigate to and from 

v - - S v. N •> v. v. ^ ' V V V " N 

system for customized electronic identification of desirable objects allow 
articles to ae grouped Into clusters and the clusters 10 be group 2d and 
merged into larger and larger dusters. These hierarchies of dusters then 
form the basis for menusng and navigational systems to allow the rapid 
searching of large numbers of articles, This same clustering technique Is 
applicable to any type of target objects that can be profiled on the 
eieoironio meois. 

Here. Hertz discloses a process of clustering "any type of target object that can be 
profiled" in a hierarchy of groups According to Hertz, the target object mist be capable 

\ V V. " ^ . „ ^ v V- V ^ v ^ =, V. ^ « ^ 



done according to profiles that Herts elsewhere discloses are automatically generated 
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for target objects hi contrast daim 69 defines a process thai operates by grouping the 
posts in a plurality of topically organized Interlinked Information resources according to 
the rating data " where "the rallng data" refers to the 'aggregate relevance ratings data" 
defined by antecedent claim 50 Meanwhile, "he plurality of topics are those defined by 
antecedent claim 63, each of which Is included in one of the interlinked information 
resources w;th user posts. Therefore, claim 69 defines a process in which user posts 
are grouped by relevance ratings data wlthm Information resources, each of wh;c.-h is 
v ^ ^ ^ - \. ^ >x -e „ ^ v ^ o ^ d vO v.* - Nor 

does Hertz disciose grouping of any information according to an aggregate of >.:ser 
relevance feedback inside of a topically-organized resource The process disclosed by 
Hertz merely provides that any object can be grouped by Its profile. 

XVI, coMtysjog, 

The arguments set fodh In the Appeal Brief have not been successfully rebutted 
Py the Answer, as shown by the discussion above. Appellants respectful y request the 
reversal of the rejection of currently pending Claims 50-69. and allowance of these 
claims forthwith, lor rhe reasons set forth In the Appeal Brief and above. 
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